The Declaration of Rights of 1789 has been always regarded as a gain of "rights" in the domains of freedom, equality and right of property in the history of man. While we find within it "Man" and "Citizen" as the keywords we usually ignore what these are actually standing for. In fact this division of "Man" and "Citizen" is nothing but an affirmation of capitalism offering people to lead two separate lives in two distinct realms. This in turn gives us the possibility to come across the abstract "Man" covering up its being the bourgeois himself in reality along with the legal term "Citizen" infused with morality, introduced as if in a justification of his demand for the rights. And just there we find Marx who in his way puts an end to the dissimulation in question. So this work aims, in the line of Marx, an uncovering of the identities of the "Man" and "Citizen" in the declaration.
First of all, I'd like to roughly set as a background the social contract theories of Thomas Hobbes and John Locke. As it is well known, these theories opposed the view that society was an organism having parts allocated to all the steps constituting the social ladder, i.e. from serfs to the king; so that it was a natural order that helped society to operate as a single entity. With the dawning of capitalism however thinking of society in substantial terms which was especially effective in ancient and feudal times began to give way to "the analogy with an aggregate. Just as a pile of sand is merely an aggregate of bits of sand rather than a whole entity with parts and tendencies, so a society is merely an aggregate of individuals having no intrinsic connection with one another but relating in an external way, through contract" (Carver, 1991:310) . And there comes Hobbes' theory of social contract. According to this theory in their natural environment human beings are only in the pursuit of their own interests and power; and this, in turn creates conflicts with one another since the interests of each collides with those of others and then what counts becomes the war of all against all. As a result, people should agree on some set of political institutions in order to overcome the conflicts within the anarchic and asocial state and to secure their lives thereby. Essentially Hobbes was for a dictatorship (in the case of England that of Cromwell's) in which people surrender their rights to this one man who is to protect these rights and establish the society in an order. However John Locke, in contrast with the absolutist tendencies of Hobbes and under the influence of the Glorious Revolution of 1688 in England, published -in an attempt to justify the recent events-his Two Treatises of Government in which he "maintained that humans had originally lived in a state of nature in which absolute freedom and equality prevailed, and in which there was no government of any kind. The only law was the law of the nature, by which individuals enforced for themselves their natural rights to life, liberty and property" (Coffin, 2002: 610) . However they began to realize that when everyone was after his or her own rights, "confusion and insecurity were unavoidable results" (ibid). So people decided to constitute among themselves a civil society "based on absolute equality, and then set up a government to act as an impartial arbiter of disputes for the society they already created"(ibid). On the other hand, these people conferred to the government only the executive power based on the law of nature. The government they created was not absolute and "the state was nothing but the joint power of all members of society. (…) All governmental authority was thus contractual and conditional" (ibid: 611). So in the case that a government acted in tyrannical ways, then the society had the rights to dissolve it and constitute another.
Whatever the differences between Hobbes and Locke are (whether it is their description of the natural state of humans, or their governmental choices) what they held common was too remarkable to be ignored: the placing of the right to liberty of the individual as the natural right. From this point on, we are led to consider its direct relation with the right to property itself, since in the simplest terms, one needs his or her own resources to stay in life. So when Hobbes says that man is self-interested, he points out the fact that in this way, man has some system of private property "such that each is able to own the products of his or her own efforts" in the state of nature and even when people yield their rights to the ruler in the name of the social order, they take for granted that their rights of property is to be protected by the sovereign. Locke takes property to be a natural attribute of man as well and forms a link between the institution of government and the preservation of property. The man described by Hobbes as competitive and as self-aggrandizing and by Locke as free and (allegedly) equal with others surely reminds us of the division of people in capitalist societies into citizens and members of civil society. Critics of contractarianism including Karl Marx draw our attention to the similarity of man in the state of nature to the one in civil society participating in "capitalist economic transactions" (Carver: 163). Regarding this point, in On the Jewish Question Marx says: "Man, as he is a member of civil society is taken to be the real man, man as distinct from the citizen, since he is man in his sensuous, individual and immediate existence whereas political man is simply abstract, artificial man" (Marx, 2002: 63) . So in short, classical social contract theories can serve as a mirror for us reflecting the "atomized assemblage" (Carver: 310) of egoistic individuals under the disguise of natural man constituting the capitalist society.
If we come back to the Declaration of the Rights of Man and Citizen, we can easily notice, in the first place, that the division of "Man" and "Citizen" is highly remarkable in its affirmation of capitalism offering people to lead two separate lives in two distinct realms: on the one hand there is the "Man" within the private realm, in other words in civil society finding himself in the competitive pursuit of personal gain; on the other hand there is the "Citizen" within the public realm which is the "state characterized by shared laws and common interests" (ibid: 163). So in a way the "Citizen" appears to be the "Man" himself who, in order to prevent the inconveniences caused by the clash of interests in a natural state enters a social contract in return of which he expects his certain "natural" rights to be guaranteed. The important point here is that the capitalist system acknowledges both the natural man and the man bound by the contract, i.e. the citizen, since what is seen in the social contracts as the surrendering of his rights for the sake of an orderly society is transformed to the fact that capitalism both takes the so-called rights in its hands, subjects them to certain limits after the laws and regulations and also gives a chance to the "Man" along with his rights, or to put it more properly to the "rights" which, reduced to abstractions and made a subject, enables "Man" to be defined in accordance with itself (as its predicate) and allows him to enjoy his "natural" rights in the private realm. In other words capitalism aims to make use of human nature within which "war of all against all" is redefined as competition related to his "natural" faculty of exchange associated with man's "most essential right" i.e. private property.
On the other hand, returning to the title of the declaration, there, we note that the word "Citizen" applies to everyone bound by the laws to carry out certain duties and thereby can be held to include a kind of morality which is for Marx full of religious implications. The word "Man" is much more problematic in that it is a mere abstraction preventing one to give an answer to the question "Who is this 'Man'?" An abstraction of a man is taken to be the real man and Marx dwells on this erroneous point in an attempt to refute it; after all he is the one who is after the real man, namely as one of his central terms which he borrowed from Feuerbach, the "species being" -not as an abstraction but "as our distinctive capacity for producing 'free from physical need'" (Ameriks, 2000: 269) . In short, the main point the criticisms have centered on, is this declaration of "inalienable human rights -reckoning-with an 'abstract' human being who seemed to exist nowhere" (Arendt, 1962: 291) .
It might be possible for us, though, to be led to the identity of this "Man" in the Declaration of Rights of 1789 if we follow the course from Marx's definition of a capitalist society, since as I have already mentioned this declaration acts on its own as an affirmation of the capitalist system. "A society is capitalist, in Marx's way of thinking, if the production of the material goods is dominated by the use of wage labour, that is, the use of labour power sold, to make a living, by people controlling no significant means of production and bought by other people who do have significant control over means of production and mostly gain their income from profits on the sale of the results of combining bought labour with those productive means" (Carver: 55). So it is quite clear that Marx presupposes two groups in society and according to this definition the first group is the proletariat and the second one is the bourgeoisie. Subsequently this division of classes necessitates one to be the dominant one controlling resources "such as labour power, people, land, raw materials, technology, skills and knowledge, and goods whose exchange yields productive resources" (ibid: 98).
. And the legal and political superstructure and definite forms of social consciousness are determined by the class dominating over the economic structure; in this case the bourgeoisie is the dominant class, so the ruling class, politically. For a compact historical background of the bourgeoisie we can resort to the following lines from Communist Manifesto: "Each step in the development of the bourgeoisie was accompanied by a corresponding political advance of that class. An oppressed class under the sway of the feudal nobility, an armed and self-governing association in the mediaeval commune, here independent urban republic (as in Italy and Germany), there taxable 'third estate' of the monarchy (as in France), afterwards in the period of manufacture proper, serving either the semi-feudal or the absolute monarchy as a counterpoise against the nobility, and, in fact, corner-stone of great monarchies in general, the bourgeoisie has at last, since the establishment of Modern Industry and of the world-market, conquered for itself, in the modern representative state, exclusive political sway. The executive of the modern State is but a committee for managing the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie" (Marx & Engels, 1992: 15-16 ).
The third estate, i.e. the commoners as mentioned above, reconstituted under the name of the National Assembly of France was responsible for the preparation of a new constitution in 1789 and it seemed more suitable to preface it with a declaration of the rights which were "inalienable, irreducible to and undeducible from other rights or laws" (Arendt: 291) and upon which this new constitution was to be based. On 26 August 1789, the Declaration of the Rights of Man and the Citizen was adopted by the National Assembly. "If we sum up all these, the constitution was prepared by the bourgeoisie and according to Marx's information above, it is obvious that the laws and their executions thereby are just a "managing -of-the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie" (Marx & Engels, 1992: 16) . So to whom do the rights it talks about belong? Again, in On Jewish Question, Marx puts forward an answer for this: "The first point we should note is that the so-called 'rights of man' as distinct from the rights of the citizen are quite simply the rights of the member of the civil society, i.e. of egoistic man, of man separated from other men and from the community" (Marx, 2002: 59) . "Egoistic Man", i.e. the famous natural man which has been said to be within the private realm in the capitalist society, is now completely identified as the member of the bourgeoisie. Distinguished from the citizen, in the Declaration of Rights he is called "Man" and his rights are called "rights of man".
The first article of the Declaration of the Rights of Man and the Citizen reads:
"Men are born and remain free and equal in rights. Social distinctions may be founded only upon the general good". This reminds us of Locke's theory that in their natural state people were leading a life as free and equal individuals; but even in this utopic depiction of a state, they saw that their freedom in the pursuit of their natural rights began to collide with the freedom of others and, as I have already mentioned, they set up a civil society as a solution to this confusion. The expression of "social distinctions" in this article seems to be in a contradiction with the first sentence. When talking about equality as a natural right, there come the "distinctions". The ones who wrote down this article must have realized this contradiction as well that they justified the "social distinctions" as their being founded upon the general good. Furthermore, it is obvious that the speaker here is a member of the bourgeoisie representing "its interest as the common interest of all the members of society" (Marx & Engels, 2005: 39) . So in a way, even when it is said that men are naturally free and equal to each other, because of the conflicts caused by these seemingly positive traits, for the sake of common good it is better to have some inequality among men, which is to serve as a frame determining the limits of the freedom.
Agamben, in his work entitled Homo Sacer: Sovereign Power and Bare Life (1995) , in a reference to Hannah Arendt, notes that with this article it is the simple fact of birth which carries the right; in a way the bare life is the source of the right; "(....) however, the very natural life that inaugurating the biopolitics of modernity, is placed at the foundation of the order vanishes into the figure of the citizen, in whom the rights are "preserved"" (Agamben, 1998: 75) . So this point is highly crucial in dealing with this apparently abstract "Man" in the declaration, since "Man" appears only within the limits of being a citizen; and this inevitably reminds us of the ancient Greek city-state (polis) in which one could find the limits of the human; in other words what is man was there already a subject of right, so he was directly a political agent. The ancient Greek society was horizontal in the sense of being egalitarian; however one who didn't have access to this plan found himself outside the city-state, outside the society and like a slave, outside humanity (Vernant, 1987: 22) . This reference stands in parallel with what Agamben says about the rights of Man, when he underlies the point that these rights are, in fact, preserved within the limits of citizenship, and he adds that despite the centrality of the notion of citizenship in modern political thought, it remains ambiguous since citizenship itself as a determination is a sort of product of the regulatory provisions. On the other hand, for Marx, the citizen is a simple means for the conservation of these socalled rights of Man rather than directly being a criterion for the determination of "Man". So, in contrast with the references to the ancient Greek society and to Agamben, Marx considers the citizen as a servant of the egoistic man which is posed as the real and authentic man, namely as the bourgeois. Consequently, here we are not dealing with Man as a concrete, singular subject, as an individual having a human life, but Man as the bourgeois which is dressed in morality and religion via the purely abstract citizenship.
In this perspective, we can say that these key-notions like equality, liberty, property are quite abstract and they conceal the interests of the bourgeois class while being idealized under a universal form. Moreover, the notion of right itself is unjustifiable, since in a society determined by different classes, the variety of names which this notion receives in fact have no real counterparts. Considering the notion of liberty, for example, in the context of this declaration and in the following declarations, we realize through Marx's insistences on this point, that it is basically the question of the liberty of property. In On Jewish Question the property right is mentioned as "the right to enjoy and dispose of one's resources as one wills, without regard for other men and independently of society: the right of self-interest" (Marx, 2002: 59) . This is the individual liberty which, with its application, forms the basis of the bourgeois society. It makes each person to see in another, not the realization but rather the limitation of his or her liberty. Above all, it proclaims the right to enjoy and dispose one's possession, income, product of his or her work and his or her labour-power as he or she pleases. So the problem here is, in fact, how to raise this notion of liberty to a more meaningful level? It may be possible for us to answer that question if we take into account Marx's dealing with the individual. In the Critique of the Gotha Programme, he puts forward the complete development, in other words, the blossoming of the individual, which would lead to the increase in the productive forces and to the cooperative richness of all the sources; in turn we would be liberated from the narrow horizon of the bourgeois right imposing on us a system of slavery. For Marx, the expression of our being an individual is the fact that we realize our species being; and this realization passes through the development of our personal faculties. The fact that the waged labourer is allowed to work in order to assure his existence as long as he works without being paid for a certain time (Marx & Engels, 1972: 39) stands as the greatest obstacle in the way of self-knowledge. Because it alienates the individual from what he can do, while it also isolates him from others. The competitive, egoistic man that is particularly promoted by the declaration is, like a monad, closed in itself and has no connection with others, if it is not for satisfying his own needs. If we ask how this man finds himself in the tragic picture given by Marx we can refer to the following passage: "The less you eat, drink, buy books, go to the theatre, go dancing, go drinking, think, love, theorize, sing, paint, fence, etc., the more you save and the greater will become the treasure which neither moths, nor maggots can consume-your capital. The less you are, the less you give expression to your life the more you have, the greater is your alienated life and the more you store up your estranged life (...) everything you are unable to do, your money can do for you." (Marx, 1975: 361) Marx underlies the fact that in this context, the individuality doesn't determine what one is, what one can do; but in its place, the inanimate, dead thing, namely the money does it. So under the rule of the dead, how can one get back his own living being? Surely not with the help of such a declaration of the rights of man and the citizen! Who are these man and citizen having such rights as liberty and equality from their birth? As a result of all the above-mentioned considerations, we say that these two are in fact one; the one as the bourgeois; the bourgeois with his rights. The most problematic point here is why one should ever need to draw limits among individuals by designating from the start the owner of such assignable "rights", which in fact are not rights at all -and especially if we consider the right in both ontological and political senses as what Hannah Arendt calls in The Origins of Totalitarianism as "the right to belong to humanity". Maybe the rights in themselves should have been thought only as a free exercise of cultivating our personalities along with a freedom of choice whose sole condition would be that of the respected injunction that everyone can do so (Eagleton, 1997: 53) . However as Marx considers Man as carrying also the title of citizen for the sake of his own interests, the citizenship also suggests the limits of nation, nationality (Agamben, 1998: 76) . Parenthetically, we can state that for Marx, the form of the class struggle is itself national (Marx & Engels, 1972: 36) and thus it becomes clear why such a declaration of rights must concern a capitalist society which, determined by the class struggle, poses itself as the actual society in all the civilized countries. So taking into consideration this national frame, we are allowed to reflect on the rights of Man (the bourgeois) as long as they are the rights of the citizen -which takes us again to the reference to the Ancient Greeks. As a result, we begin to realize the fact that there are always to be others beyond this limit/border imposed by the modern State-Nation (so the recent problem of refugees, as Agamben also points out, becomes much more complicated if they are to be deprived of these so-called inalienable rights). In such a context, how can we also interpret the right of equality?
In the Critique of the Gotha Programme, Marx puts an emphasis on the fact that this equal right is an unequal right for an unequal labour which takes into consideration no class distinction, because every man is nothing but a worker like all others. However the individuals are not equal and in the face of an equal measure they are considered only from one aspect (as workers, for instance) having their all other aspects (whether they are married or not, whether they have children or not etc.) abstracted in this way. Thus Marx underlies the fact that the right itself should be unequal, not equal. And it is only in a communist society where all the social inequality based on the subordination of individuals to the division of labour is eliminated and hence the differences of classes are suppressed that all the social and political inequality would disappear. It is only in such a society that individuals would be considered as living beings, along with their intellectual capacities, their talents...etc., the possibility of free development of their faculties always being open to them. Then labour would become not only a means of living, but also the first and foremost need of life. So the society would write to its banners: from each according to his ability, to each according to his needs! (ibid: 32) As a result, we would leave Man-Citizen behind the narrow horizon of an inferior phase, that is, of the capitalist society.
In conclusion, as Marx reveals the problematic character of Man and Citizen, he designates the core of the question relevant to them, as lying in the society itself, in its own structure. Thus we realize how at this stage where the class struggle is essentially determined by the division of labour, through this Man and this Citizen, a certain portion of society is favoured, while the individuals of the other portion have been forced to be alienated from their own forces, their own lives. However in a higher phase of the society these discriminatory and restrictive rights along with this Man-Citizen cooperation would be no longer needed. Eventually the egoistic man promoted by the market conditions and alienated from life itself would be replaced by human beings always in relation with others in a common world, and that would be what Marx calls human emancipation.
Marksçı Bir Perspektiften 1789 İnsan Hakları Bildirisinde
İnsan-Vatandaş İşbirliği Sorunu Özet 1789 tarihli İnsan ve Yurttaş hakları Bildirisi insanlık tarihinde her zaman özgürlük, eşitlik ve mülkiyet hakkı alanlarında bir kazanım olarak görülmüştür. Bu bildirinin içerisinde anahtar kelimeler olarak "İnsan" ve "Yurttaş"ı bulurken genellikle bunların neyi temsil ettiklerinin farkında olmayız. Esasında "İnsan" ve "Yurttaş" ayrımının insanlara iki farklı alanda iki ayrı yaşam sürmelerini öneren bir kapitalizm olumlamasından başka bir şey olmadığının farkına varabiliriz. Bu da bize sanki hak talebini haklı çıkarmak için ortaya konmuş ahlak aşılanmış "yurttaş" gibi bir hukuki terimle birlikte gerçekte olduğu burjuvayı gizleyen soyut "İnsan"la karşılaşma imkânını verir. Bu noktada da kendi yöntemiyle söz konusu üstü örtüklüğe son veren Marx'ı buluruz. Dolayısıyla bu çalışma Marx'ın görüşleri ekseninde bildirideki "İnsan" ve "Yurttaş"ın kimliklerinin deşifre edilmesini amaçlamaktadır. İnsan ve Vatandaş işbirliği ve bu mefhumların bize ayrı ayrı sunduğu sorunların, bu çalışmada, bizi toplumun yapısıyla yüzleşmeye götürmesi amaçlanmaktadır. Söz konusu işbirliğinin temelde hangi haklara talip olduğu ve bu hakların ne anlama geldikleri ve neleri sakladıkları, Marx'ın konuyla ilgili ortaya koyduğu tespitlerle ve toplumun daha ileri safhasına ilişkin gelecek tasavvurlarıyla beraber ortaya konulacaktır.
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